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Abstract 
Literature reiterates that collaborative inquiry and cooperation with colleagues 
enhance teacher learning. The experiences and encounters of a two-year Teacher 
Learning Circle (TLC) project in Malaysia, affirms that teachers do achieve higher 
levels of pedagogical proficiency through peer observation, joint planning, and post- 
lesson evaluation that allow critical review and reinterpretation of their own 
teaching. Three major characteristic dimensions - detached talk to collegiality, 
adoption of key principles, and depths of pedagogical talks did indicate the nature of 
teacher interactions and the complex dynamics of the teacher learning circles. 
Judiciously implemented TLC would make a difference in teacher learning. 
Key words: Teacher professional development; learning circle; collegiality; 
pedagogical proficiency; Malaysia. 
Introduction 
A new trend to enhance teachers' professional capability in teaching and learning appears to 
be aligned to professional learning communities which caption alludes to a group of people 
working together to overcome problems and obstacles of their jobs and institutions. There is 
abundant evidence that the communities of practice, such as the Learning Circles have made 
a huge inroad in the world of education to help augment teachers' professional development 
and learning at the same time to plug solitary and systemic problems that affect students' 
learning (Bolam, McMahon, Wallace, & Thomas, 2005; Cornu, 2004; Galton, Kwok, & 
Kam, 2015). The members of the Learning Circle participate on a voluntary basis through a 
systematic process of collective reflection and critical analysis of their practice and level of 
achievement (Astuto, Clark, Read, McGree, & Fernandez, 1993; Hord, 1997). The Teacher 
Learning circle (TLC) may be deemed as a variation or adaptation of the Japanese Lesson 
Study where teachers get to inquire indepth into their pedagogical knowledge and skills 
through peer observation, joint planning, and post-lesson evaluation that allow critical review 
and reinterpretation of their own teaching (Galton, Kwok, & Kam, 201 5; Lewis & Takahashi, 
2013). Stoll, Bolam, McMahon, Wallace, & Thomas (2006) have indicated that the TLC 
movement has been in vogue and been evolving over the past couple of decades. The idea 
seems to be caught up with the educational professionals around the world as a more 
promising intervention to improve schools and teacher performance for the benefit of student 
outcome (Darling-Hammond & Richardson, 2009; Suda, 2001). However, a case by case 
variation may also be noted across institutions and countries in the TLC practice. 
This article arose from a TLC pilot project in a school district in Selangor, Malaysia 
involving ten public primary schools carried out in 2013 and 2014. The objective was to 
experiment with the implementation of a TLC to discover its feasibility, workings and 
dynamics in the Malaysian context so that the experience and related learning may be relayed 
back into the system. From the preliminary inquiry in the literature, it was learned that most 
reported cases on learning communities were large-scale undertakings involving whole 
schools, institutions and districts, and the staffs serving in them (Cobb & Jackson, 201 1; 
Cornu, 2004). There was scarcely a report on an isolated case as in this project where a group 
of teachers from different schools in the district were enlisted in an experimental study and 
was allowed to undergo the endeavour and experience without any intervention from the 
higher ups. While much could be learned about how learning communities behaved in the 
large-scale projects, and turned them into successes, "not much is known about whether it is 
possible to foster similar relationships between teachers across schools" (Scott, Clarkson, & 
McDonough, 201 1, p. 5). Constructive analysis and understanding on the implementation 
TLCs across schools will help to expand the idea to a large number of schools that may not 
be in a position to launch it large-scale, or commit the teachers to wanting to do it 
unconvincingly on the basis of hearsay information. At the same time, it may appeal to more 
teachers on the possibility of trying out the idea at their free will. 
This initiative for the TLC project came about because of the Malaysian government's 
recent policy enunciation to transform the education system. This policy, encapsulated as the 
Education Blueprint 2013-2025, identifies the urgent need to transform teaching by 
improving standards and support system for teachers (Ministry of Education, 2012). The 
implied notion was that teachers constantly have to update and improve their pedagogical 
knowledge and skills. For this to happen, a coherent instructional system that can provide 
social support than can build strong relationships among teachers in the school system need 
to be in place (Bryk, et al, 20 10; Coburn, 2001). 
Related theories 
Studies conducted in the past few decades have reported that teachers who experienced and 
participated in collaborative inquiry and cooperation with colleagues were actually 
exhilarated by their learning and formed a body of wisdom about teaching and learning 
(Lieberman, 2000; McLaughlin & Talbert, 1993; Rosenholtz, 1989). In some recent studies, 
it has been determined that the teachers were also able to increase their efficacy and adopt 
new classroom practices and behaviours via collaborative inquiry (Deni & Malakolunthu, 
2013). However, a central holding power of these learning communities appeared to be the 
nature of relationship among the members. Bolam, et al. 2005) posed that they can only 
function efficiently if there was mutual trust and respect between the teachers, and 
willingness to support one another. Added to it was the quality of interactions. From the 
perspective of a functional group, Coburn and Russell (2008) declared it was the 'routines of 
interactions' among teachers that mattered most both as a medium and platform as well as a 
source of evidence whether the teachers learned and altered their way of teaching for the 
better. Through well guided interactions, teachers' conversations could be shifted away from 
procedural pedagogical talk towards subject content, and generic pedagogic issues. The 
tabulation of the three levels of pedagogical talks also indicated that if it could be 
demonstrated that the teachers progressively did move from low to high level interactions 
especially surrounding the pedagogical practices, based on actual happenings, practices and 
observations in the classroom learning and professional enhancement may be validated on the 
basis of reciprocity (Coburn & Russell, 2008; Horn & Little, 2010). 
Cobb and Jackson (201 1) in their study on mathematics teachers' networks have noted 
that too much of the conversations concerns 'Procedural Pedagogy' and argued that changes 
in classroom practice only take hold when the conversations concentrate on 'Subject Content 
Pedagogy' involving consideration of the likely misconceptions pupils may have and the best 
analogies for removing these misunderstandings and 'Generic Pedagogy' involves matters to 
do with questioning, feedback, assessment, cooperative learning etc. They also found that, in 
mathematics teaching, the teachers' interactions occurred at three levels of depth namely low, 
medium, and high. The low interactions dealt with the administration of a teaching learning 
session covering issues such as classroom organization, text coordination, standards, 
assessments, and pacing; sharing of materials and activities; and, general discussions on the 
session. The medium talks captured issues on the quality of the sessions in terms of planning 
and execution and the effects on students, while the high level conversations involved 
pedagogical principles; the approach taken to delivering lessons and its impact on student 
learning; and, issues related to the handling of the subject matter. 
Method 
Qualitative research design was used to gather data in this intervention 
-based study. Data was collected via observations of participating teachers' classroom 
teaching, samples of student activities, analysis of teaching videos, and focus group 
interviews of teachers in the study. As for the site selection, for the purposes of good mix and 
variety, a particular school district in the state of Selangor with a good mix of Malay, 
Chinese, and Tamil primary schools located in the vicinity were purposefully selected. The 
selected District Education Office (DEO) in the state of Selangor identified the teachers from 
ten primary schools located within half an hour's travel distance from each other. They were 
all English language teachers to avoid interdisciplinary conflicts and variations, and provide a 
common ground for conversation. Moreover, the focus of the whole project was the 
pedagogical practice, not literacy. Two English professors from the Cambridge University, 
UK, who were involved at the time in a similar venture in Hong Kong, were engaged to 
provide the necessary guidelines and resources for the project, and training for the teachers. 
They ran workshops focused on developing 'Teacher Mind-set' and 'Key Principles (KPs) of 
Effective Teaching and Learning'. The more crucial of the two was the latter, which 
constituted six stipulations of effective teaching extracted from the ideas of Brophy (2004) 
and the findings of the substantial meta-analyses on visible learning by Hattie (2009). And 
these include (a) Commencing with a clear statement of learning objectives, (b) Focusing on 
extended class discussion, (c) Committing pupils in active learning, (d) Encouraging more 
pairing and group work, (e) Providing more informing than corrective feedback, and (0 
Using assessment for learning. 
The six key principles provided the framework in guiding and planning the classroom 
teaching-learning activities. Accordingly, the teachers were encouraged first, to plan their 
lessons around a clear statement of learning objectives, such that it provided pupils with an 
understanding of the 'success criteria' required to complete a task in a satisfactory manner; 
second, to focus on extended class discussion; third to engage pupils in active forms of 
learning, which as far as possible were situated in meaningful contexts; fourth, to encourage 
more pair and group work; fifth to provide the kind of "task related" feedback which enabled 
pupils to self-correct their errors; and sixth, to make use of assessment for learning strategies 
(Clark, 2008; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Hattie, 2009; Wiliam, 2009; 201 1). 
Grossman and McDonald (2008) have argued that educational interventions for teachers 
worked best if they engaged in investigating pedagogy practices when they were represented 
by actual practices such as case studies, video clips, students work, and so forth, and were 
followed up in open discussions and analysis. Accordingly, the teachers' classroom sessions 
were video filmed and edited for viewing and post-teaching evaluation sessions by the next 
couple of weeks. The teachers took turns to be video filmed for their teaching. All of the 
post-evaluations were also video filmed as material evidence of the teachers' pedagogical 
talks for analysis. They provided the crucial data and evidence of whether, if at all, any 
changes were taking place in terms of teaching in the classroom and interactions during the 
post-evaluation meetings. The electronic recordings of the interactions were, subsequently, 
transcribed in vivo, and used for discourse analysis, which together with the classroom video 
clips and direct observation helped to triangulate the data for reliability. 
Analysis and findings 
Analysis was an on-going process and was conducted at three different levels. First, direct 
observations were recorded to understand the teachers' pedagogical practices during the 
classroom teaching sessions. Second, teachers' conversation, critical analysis, and self- 
reflection of their own teaching during the post-evaluation sessions were documented. And 
finally, a total of 12 post-evaluation transcripts were analysed for content transactions that 
took place between the teachers with particular attention to the kinds of information and the 
manner of exchange. The objective of the analysis was to determine if there was an 
intellectual evolvement over the project period among the teachers with regard to their 
knowledge, skills, understanding and practice of classroom teaching in view of student 
learning. The typical pattern of conversation that seemed to arise involved an opening 
statement by the performing teacher on the background of the students, their grade level, and 
the objectives of the day's lesson. A few teachers were reasonably elaborate in their 
introduction, while the others seemed comfortable to begin with a couple of related 
statements. The group discussion proceeded next to an overall assessment of the session 
against the key principles followed by perspective sharing on the events and activities of 
teaching and their impact on the students. The teachers also raised other collateral issues that 
affected their teaching and discussed them. The wrap-up of the sessions was carried out either 
by the project director or the associate when they recapitulated the main points and 
emphasized them for practice. The final results revealed that the information surfaced during 
the post-evaluation discussions could be clustered into three major characteristic dimensions, 
namely: detached talk to collegiality, adoption of key principles, and depths of pedagogical 
talks. 
'Detached talk' to collegiality 
In the earlier evaluations, it was noticeable that the teachers were reluctant to talk or express 
their views to the fellow teachers in the group and tended to direct their comments and points 
of view to the mentors/session facilitators who were the project directors and associate. 
Typically, the performing teachers (PT) took a third party position without active 
participation in the discussion. After introducing the session, they seemed to want to remain 
silent unless asked to respond to direct questions. The discussant teachers in their 
conversation referred to him or her as "The teacher should use . . . The teacher mentions . . . 
The teacher supposed to write on the board, etc." The scenario was that they were making 
their case to the facilitators rather than interacting with the fellow performing teachers. 
It was during the fourth post-evaluation, about three months into the project, that the 
trend took a turn toward direct interactions between the discussant teachers (DT) and 
performing teachers (PT). The following was a typical of such an exchange, which developed 
into more of them after the fourth post-evaluation. 
DT-1: "Sorry to interrupt, just how many of them on that particular day couldn't read at all 
English? " 
PT: "There areJve that cannot read in that class. " 
DT- I : "Five! Do you group them? " 
PT: "Yes, I group them, but that day I mixed them; because that day only Jifteen were 
present. " 
DT-I: "That is why I am asking how many on that particular day could read English; you 
have already told us only 15 students were present. " 
DT-2: "It's like unknown students coming into your class, it is instant ready; I think it was a 
good class. " 
At the same time, the direct interactions revealed that the teachers were beginning to cite and 
share information beyond classroom activities, and becoming critical of policy matters, which 
they would normally not do. The following was an extraction from an exchange between two 
teachers: 
"Because this is KSSR (New national curriculum), I didn't really know what "they" 
(authorities) actually want. " 
"Yeah, but then KSSR is nothing much actually, the units are the same, you are going 
to teach the students to get something out of it. It's just that they put in a different 
way, last time it was KBSR (Previous national curriculum), now KSSR, in which 
students in year one must start phonics. " 
The later post-evaluations enlisted a broader participation and ease of exchange of views and 
comments from the teachers with a diminishing voice from the facilitators. 
As weeks and months passed, amidst discussions on the quality and effectiveness of one 
another's recorded teaching, the teachers began to feel comfortable in raising concerns about 
issues and situations that conflicted with their interests and pursuits. Teachers started talking 
about poor learning conditions at their respective schools such as noisy classes and 
complaints from other teachers, and touched on the need to comply with the curriculum and 
text book structure. They also moved on to policy matters and the constraints they set on their 
teaching. They even started sharing their frustrations on the excessive focus on the public 
examinations and their results. The conversations did take up the issue on a few occasions for 
reflection. One teacher reported that the head teacher told her, "The UPSR (Year six public 
examination) is coming. It is more important than these Teacher Learning Circle things. You 
must get back to work now." Another teacher reiterated the same message: "Teachers, 
normally, like to focus on exam because we have the Year 6 public examination. We have to 
prepare pupils for it by drilling and grilling. When we change our teaching to activities, we 
can get into trouble." 
A third teacher tried to shed some light on their thinking on the public examination issue: 
"But, whatever question is built for exams, it is all based on textbooks; it won't run 
away. That is why the focus is there. Okay, use the textbook as your bible but you still 
can adopt and adapt change; the topics are going to be there, the same. That is very 
important; we are bound by these things but still we can think creatively to make 
learning fun in the class as well as keep learning going on. " 
As time passed, teachers started feeling comfortable to talk in the TLC group and slowly 
moved from the 'detached', indirect interaction mode to more open and free sharing of ideas, 
views, and opinions on pedagogical and professional issues. 
Adoption of the Key Principles (KPs) 
As for the six key principles introduced, the extent of their adoption and application became 
increasingly observable in the planning and conduct of the classroom sessions as more of the 
teachers were video filmed, and pertinent issues were raised repeatedly by the facilitators. 
The comments were, at first, on application and, then, on the quality of application, as the 
following citations in the transcripts revealed: 
"So, let's look at the KPs one by one to examine our observation about the teacher. 
Number one is (Clear statement of the learning objectives. "' 
"Which of the KPs are we talking about now?" 
"Based on the key principles, we can observe many things but we will stay focused on 
teaching learning. Let us take each principle and look at the strengths and weakness 
Indeed, it took several post-evaluation sessions coupled with a follow-up workshop before 
the teachers could gain familiarity with applying the key principles and the techniques 
involved in them. Then, they demonstrated that they could incorporate the ideas more 
frequently in their conversations. In later evaluations, the teachers exhibited ability to share 
their overall impression of a teacher's classroom teaching on the basis of the principles, as 
ensuing extract would reveal: 
"I will just go through the KPs, one by one. KP I ,  the objective was mentioned, it was 
about remarkable achiever ... You applied the 'pair and share" and 'pose, pounce 
and bounce" techniques ... There was group work on bio-data and personal 
achievement ... " 
In due course, the teachers appeared to engage beyond the broader statements of the 
principles and recognize specific applications of the techniques incorporated with each of 
them. The teachers also began to interpret classroom activities and happenings with reference 
to specific principles and techniques; an example of their reference to the second principle: 
" ... to get the involvement of the pupils in the discussion ... Why not teacher ask 
questions and when the pupils give answers, ask again 'Why so'. That means they will 
think. When they think they will talk more, means they will get involved ... ". 
Moreover, the teachers began to use such terms as "learning objectives, managing, 
organizing, structure, extended discussion, and active involvement" to describe the way the 
teachers handled a class. It is possible to deduce from these observations that they were 
already beginning to contemplate the application of the key principles in their own practical 
ways. And most importantly, the six key principles of effective teaching became a framework 
for leading and directing teacher thinking, reflection, and discussions related to pedagogical 
matters. As weeks passed, teachers moved slowly and steadily from the discussions centred 
on the mere procedural aspects of teaching to more generic and subject-content pedagogical 
practices. 
Depths of pedagogical talks 
Remarkably, the bulk of the post-evaluation discussions constituted matters pertaining to 
pedagogy. The information could indeed be deciphered as that covering routine activities of 
the classroom and preparation of the day's lesson (proceduralllow), ideas and comments of 
how a lesson was conducted (genericlmedium), and concerns and perceived views of the 
pupils' learning (cognitivelhigh). Categorically, there were a total of 37 discrete references 
that could be affiliated to pedagogy in general, which could be identified aligned to the 
dimensions of talks, from low to high, in a proportion of 7:21:9 respectively. 
The procedural dimension included largely the physical aspect of the classroom such as 
the space, table and seating arrangement, and resource availability such as the writing boards, 
text materials and digital equipment namely computers and audio-video system. It may be 
noteworthy that most public schools in Malaysia were provided with adequate physical 
amenities; however, not all of them had ICT facilities. The key words that were raised with 
regard to this dimension were: classroom organization, tables and chairs arrangement, 
movements, navigation, rules, pictures, story books, cards and papers. Some of the comments 
that came from the teachers across the 12 post-evaluations were as follows: 
I think the tables should be arrangedJirstly because it takes time for you to ask them 
to move around ... There should be more pictures, not just one picture and mention the 
words. 
The idea of the computer was very good. I wished my school also had ICTfacility. 
The teacher managed and organized the classroom very well; also pupils were given 
choice to set up their own rules. 
We must set the rulesjrst. We have to explain to them like 'ifyou talk in Tamil I will 
deduct your mark. ' That's a way to maintain the class management. 
The generic dimension of pedagogy related mainly to how the teachers planned and 
handled the lessons and how students were engaged and, in turn, reacted to the activities in 
the session. These selected key phrases were extracted from the teachers' comments and have 
been laid out in the order they appeared: clear instructions, write on the whiteboard, write 
explanations, give more examples, ask for their previous knowledge, thinking time, discuss 
among themselves, pupils handle everything, brainstorming, smaller groups, pupil to pupil 
interaction, pupils to teacher interaction, organize themselves, start a discussion, and get 
everyone involved. They also revealed that the teachers, as they advanced through the post- 
evaluations, were becoming progressively more aware of the dynamics involved in teaching 
learning. At the same time, they appeared to be cognizant of the teachers' apparent lack of 
competence, and how they could do things differently or more effectively. Besides, the 
teachers were becoming more critical of their observations of the quality of teaching, as may 
be figured out from these comments: 
Thinking times weren't sufficient; when they were given the task sheets, they should 
have been given some time to think and discuss among themselvesJirst before joining 
the groups. 
Actually, during the lesson it seemed the teacher controlled everything. Why not ask 
the pupils to choose the pictures ... let the pupils handle everything with the teacher 
just monitoring them. 
It S not that every pupil took part, only the one who was typing the key board and a 
few others; the others were just standing as observers. 
I see that you have done a lot, a lot of things by yourse lf... It seems teacher 
centered ... we see the students doing the activities but you have done everything for 
them. 
The teachers also described new experiences and a sense of discovery from introducing new 
activities in the classroom. One teacher spoke about her exasperation when she engaged her 
year two students in a group activity: "They got lost here and there and then I had to run 
around a lot. It was a bit difficult to control because they kept on calling me. But, once they 
knew what to do, they started doing things on their own." Her intention was to know how 
they would work in a group, whether they would cooperate and help each other or ignore 
anyone needing or asking for help. Another teacher commented on the way the performing 
teacher handled a group activity: "It seems when they are doing their group work, that's the 
part you have to exercise some control. You have to voice out that they have to sit down, 
raise the hands and ask questions; then, maybe ask one member to present in front and the 
rest ask questions." 
The third dimension of the pedagogical information apparently referred to the cognitive 
engagement of pupils as the following key phrases would suggest; also listed in  the order of 
their appearance: discussed with them, what they understand, question that makes them think, 
in their own groups, they can learn more, discuss and list down, develop their confidence, 
giving their opinions, pupils' understanding, change their ability, discuss with their friends, 
write their announcement, stories should relate to Malaysian children, know the spelling, 
know the object, and transferring the information correctly. 
Comments related to these phrases were noted at increasing levels as more post- 
evaluations were covered. For example, a comment was made to a teacher who was teaching 
idioms to his students; "You should have discussed with them, instead, on what they 
understand about the meaning of the idioms and how to use the idioms in their essays." 
Another comment: "They can discuss and list down different animals and their young; then, 
they can share with the other groups. That means they are going to learn more. They will be 
more exposed and they can develop their confidence in giving their opinions to their friends." 
Getting the pupils to think and express themselves appeared to be gaining importance, as a 
third comment elucidated: "Ask a question that makes them think 'Why'; e.g. 'Why boys 
hate pink colour'?' 
The teachers also paid attention to the type and effectiveness of classroom activities. On 
using video clips, one teacher pointed out: "Maybe it should have been played once followed 
by an activity pertaining to the story. If the pupils' understanding was not good you could 
play it a second time." When questioned about a 'lost and found activity' the performing 
teacher explained, "I was surprised they can write. I didn't give any example, 1 just said, they 
have seen this kind of posters outside. Go and check again. Discuss with your friends and 
write your announcement." The teachers also discussed the relevancy and effectiveness of the 
text material, which some teachers felt needed to be culturally and contextually Malaysian. 
Discussion 
The three major dimensions or themes that emerged from the discourse analysis of the post- 
evaluations, namely: detached talk to collegiality, adoption of key principles, and depths of 
pedagogical talks unravelled the characteristics of the process and dynamics of the TLC, 
besides providing evidence on the potential learning and improvement of the teachers' 
professional and classroom practices. Another aspect that was traceable quite conspicuously 
was the transitional nature of participation and modes of involvement of the teachers as they 
progressed through the TLC project period. On the whole, the changes and pedagogy related 
learning that the teachers demonstrated did not in themselves amount to a breakthrough in the 
standard of teaching and learning but offered evidences that the teachers were, indeed, 
making progress in their classroom performance, and that they had the potential to change 
their style of teaching. An interesting observation throughout the evaluation sessions was that 
the teachers were already fairly knowledgeable about teaching and learning, and pedagogy 
even as they took part in the TLC, but were not translating their knowledge and 
understanding into effective classroom practices with a view to enhance student learning. 
As Bolam et al. (2005) espoused, it was conceivable from the themes, based on the level 
and willingness of participation, the TLC had to endure a phase of trust and confidence 
building before the teachers would be more forthcoming and critical in their points of view. 
And, as they started exhibiting collegial behaviour their conversations began to include 
comments beyond classroom teaching to criticisms of policy matters and how they affected 
their teaching and efforts to change. It was during these moments that the teachers brought up 
issues of misinformation about learning objectives in their previous professional development 
courses and the confusion between the old and new curricula. Occasionally, certain teachers 
shared some intimate moments when they reprimanded the students harshly as pointed out in 
the conflicts of change. Bolam et al. (2005) also accorded these behaviours as positive 
occurrences in a TLC with greater degree of collegiality. The teachers generally reacted to 
them by rethinking and reconstructing the situations in favour of students' learning. 
The theme on the depths of pedagogical talks categorically substantiated the teachers' 
current professional capacity to talk about teaching and learning, and comment on aspects 
that would or would not be effective for student learning. True to the proposition by Coburn 
and Russell (2008), the teachers' comments did cover the three dimensions of pedagogy 
namely procedural, generic, and cognitive. It was also true that the teachers had to be 
constantly prompted to move along the different levels by the facilitators (Cobb & Jackson, 
201 1). Analysis also revealed that the teachers were profusely involved with the generic 
pedagogy. Additionally, there were concerns of constraints and limitations that hampered on 
what they could or could not do in the classroom as a result of misinformation, inadequate 
dissemination, and incomplete policy transition. 
The theme on adoption of Key Principles intended as a major catalyst of change for the 
teachers largely addressed the needs of the generic pedagogy. In essence, the six principles 
served as a framework for structuring, planning and organizing, and executing a teaching 
session. They were individually adjoined with a set of task guidelines, tools and techniques. 
In the earlier evaluations, the teachers' conduct in the classroom was generally incoherent. 
And, that began to change as they started applying the Key Principles. Both the video clips of 
the teaching sessions and post-evaluations revealed that the teachers were indeed making 
conscious attempts to plan, organize and execute their teaching. Moreover, they used the 
order of the Key Principles to make their comments during the evaluation sessions. 
In summary, the TLC offered an inside-out and on-the-job but self-directed learning 
method whereby the teachers were required to critically review and reinterpret their own 
teaching and those of their colleagues for effectiveness. And, to do so their own knowledge 
and understanding of the intricate workings of teaching and learning played a crucial role. 
Each teacher, therefore, commenced by contributing and gaining from his or her own 
capacity and capability and, over time, catching up with the best minds in the group. 
However, for the purpose of establishing a stronger foundation, the teachers in this project 
had to be helped through periodic workshops and mini refresher courses covering the 
theoretical underpinnings of best practices in teaching and learning. The knowledge and 
related skills thus imparted had first to be adopted and, then, adapted to their practice for 
rigor and relevance. On the practical side, the nature and design of the TLC created 
conditions for effective transfer of learning to the classroom because of the scrutiny and 
feedback by the colleagues. It turned out that, more than an authoritative hand, camaraderie 
and peer pressure commanded the teachers' compliance to the collective aspiration of the 
circle in proof of membership worthiness. 
Conclusion 
In summary, the teacher learning circle offered an inside-out and on-the-job learning and 
training approach whereby the teachers were required to critically review and reinterpret their 
own teaching and those of their colleagues in terms of student learning effectiveness. And, to 
do so their own knowledge and understanding of the intricate workings of teaching-learning 
played a crucial role. Each teacher, therefore, commenced by contributing and gaining from 
his or her own capacity and, over time, appeared to catch up with the best minds in the group. 
Throughout the TLC project, it was noticeable that the teachers7 current capacity and 
professional capability played a crucial role in determining their participation and 
contribution during the evaluation sessions. As the TLC activities proceeded, the teachers 
did, indeed, revel with a higher level of motivation and eagerness to learn. Another insight 
that reiterated itself through the TLC process was that the mental models that the teachers 
harboured from past experiences and learning exerted a huge influence on their practice and 
classroom performance. In the case of this project, having to deal with mental models was a 
greater challenge than to infuse the teachers with new knowledge and skills. It the end, it 
could be concluded that the TLC, if steered with the right kind of facilitation, would offer just 
the right platform for the teachers to constantly reflect, relearn and develop new mental 
models and accordingly realign their pedagogical practices for effective teaching-leaming in 
the classrooms. 
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